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Abstract
Background: There is substantial empirical evidence on the benefits of smoking bans; however, the unintended
consequences of this anti-smoking measure have received little attention. This paper examines whether workplace
smoking bans (WSB’s) are associated with higher self-perceived, work-related stress among smoking workers.
Methods: A longitudinal representative sample of 3,237 individuals from the Canadian National Population Health
Survey from 2000 to 2008 is used. Work-related stress is derived from a 12-item job questionnaire. Two categories
of WSB’s, full and partial, are included in the analysis, with no ban being the reference category. Analysis also
controls for individual socio-demographic characteristics, health status, provincial and occupational fixed-effects. We
use fixed-effects linear regression to control for individual time-invariant confounders, both measured and
unmeasured, which can affect the relationship between WSB’s and work-related stress. To examine the
heterogeneous effects of WSB’s, the analysis is stratified by gender and age. We check the robustness of our results
by re-estimating the baseline specification with the addition of different control variables and a separate analysis
for non-smokers.
Results: Multivariate analysis reveals a positive and statistically significant association between full (b = 0.75, CI =
0.19-1.32) or partial (b = 0.69, CI = 0.12-1.26) WSB’s, and the level of self-perceived, work-related stress among
smoking workers compared to those with no WSB. We also find that this association varies by gender and age. In
particular, WSB’s are significantly associated with higher work stress only for males and young adults (aged 18-40).
No statistically significant association is found between WSB’s and the level of self-perceived work-related stress
among non-smoking workers.
Conclusion: The results of this study do not imply that WSB’s are the main determinant of self-perceived, work-
related stress among smokers but provides suggestive evidence that these may be positively related.
Keywords: Smoking bans, Stress, Unintended consequences, Fixed-effects
Background
Tobacco use, including passive smoking, is a key risk
factor for several illnesses such as cancer, heart attacks,
cardiovascular disease, strokes [1] and is responsible for
about 6 million deaths each year [2]. Parallel to the
increased global awareness of the health risk of environ-
mental tobacco smoke (ETS), public smoking bans,
including workplace smoke-free policies, have become
widespread in many countries. While these bans are
primarily intended to protect non-smokers from the
adverse effects of ETS, some empirical evidence suggests
that they also encourage smoking cessation behaviors [e.
g. [3-6]]. For example, Moher et al. [7] find consistent
evidence that workplace smoke-free policies reduce
cigarette consumption during the working day and
exposure to ETS at work among non-smokers. In a
meta-analysis of 26 studies, Fichtenberg and Glantz [4]
find that workplace smoking bans (WSB’s) decrease
smoking prevalence and daily smoking intensity as well
as exposure to ETS. * Correspondence: s_azagba@live.concordia.ca
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the effects of WSB’s on smoking behavior, their unin-
tended effects have received little attention. Identifying
these effects will be of importance to public policy, par-
ticularly since negative effects may limit the effectiveness
of WSB’s. There is evidence that public smoking bans
including WSB’s may lead to compensating smoking
behavior, such as increased smoking during work breaks
[8] and displaced smoking [9,10]. Adda and Cornaglia
[10] find that in some instances, bans may increase
exposure to ETS due to smokers switching from smok-
ing in public areas where bans are enforceable to non-
enforceable private areas. WSB’s may increase tension
between non-smoking and smoking workers [11]. In a
UK study, Anderson et al. [12] find that WSB’s in hospi-
tals make nurses practice some dangerous smoking
b e h a v i o r sl i k es t u b b i n go u tc i g a r e t t e si nb i n st h a tc o n -
tained paper towels and smoking in unsafe places.
M o o r ee ta l .[ 1 3 ]f i n dt h a taC a l i f o r n i as m o k i n gr e s t r i c -
tion in bars may increase exposure to ETS and other
adverse effects. Particularly for women, the authors find
that compliance with WSB’s by smoking outside bars
can constitute a threat to their physical safety and public
image. In a related study, Adams and Cotti [14] observe
an increase in accidents due to drunk driving because
individuals drive long distances to bars with no smoking
restrictions. WSB’s may also lead to the accumulation of
smoking trash, like cigarette butts and dead matches at
the entrance to a workplace. This could increase the
risk of fire and impose a cost on local governments to
collect the trash. Also, a congregation of smokers at the
entrance of a workplace increases exposure to ETS to
people entering and leaving the workplace.
Workplace smoke-free laws may be linked to work-
related stress in two ways. First, stress may result from
both psychological and physical dependence on nicotine.
This could be caused by a reduced level of nicotine in
the blood arising from a requirement to restrict smoking
during the working day. Studies have identified several
symptoms of nicotine withdrawal, all of which may
cause higher stress. These include anxiety, tension,
depression and difficulty concentrating [15-17]. Second,
smokers with severe self-control problems may be more
vulnerable to high work-related stress especially if there
is a full smoking restriction in the workplace.
The objective of this paper is to examine whether
WSB’s are associated with higher self-perceived work-
related stress among working smokers, using longitudi-
nal data from the Canadian National Population Health
Survey (NPHS).
Data
The NPHS is a nationally representative longitudinal
survey of the Canadian population. The NPHS is based
on a multistage stratified random sampling design. The
survey started in 1994 and undertook a follow up of
t h es a m ei n d i v i d u a l se v e r yt w oy e a r st h e r e a f t e r[ 1 8 ] .
The NPHS excludes people living on Indian Reserves
and Crown Lands, full-time members of the Canadian
Forces and some remote areas of Ontario and Quebec.
The data set contains a large number of variables
related to health, as well as corresponding economic
and socio-demographic variables. This study uses five
waves (2000, 2002, 2004, 2006, and 2008) of the NPHS
s i n c et h eo u t c o m ev a r i a b l e“workplace stress” is not
available for both the 1996 and 1998 waves. The attri-
tion rates between two consecutive waves are: 7.6%
(between wave 2000 to wave 2002), 7.5% (2002-2004),
5.4% (2004-2006) and 9.2% (2006-2008). In each wave,
the NPHS sampling weights are adjusted in order for
the data to be representative of the Canadian popula-
tion. Accordingly, in this study, all analysis is popula-
tion weighted using the NPHS sampling weights. To
achieve the objective of this study, the analysis focuses
mainly on smokers aged 18-65 years (n = 3,470).
Smoking status is based on whether an individual at
the time of the interview smokes or not. Detailed ana-
lysis of smoking prevalence in Canada using the NPHS
is provided elsewhere [19]. After excluding missing
information on the main outcome variables or other
control variables, the unbalanced panel sample
includes of 3,237 individuals and 7,763 person-year
observations.
Workplace stress
The Workplace Stress Index is a comprehensive mea-
sure of work-related stress that is derived from a 12-
item job questionnaire (JCQ) by Statistics Canada;
higher values indicate greater work stress. In each wave,
employed respondents aged 15 and over are asked to
evaluate their work situation based on multiple job-
related questions. Individual’s responses reflect percep-
tion about various dimensions of their work including:
job security, social support, monotony, physical effort
required and the degree of physiological demands and
decision-making authority of each individual’s job. Detail
description of the outcome measure, work-related stress,
has been extensively documented elsewhere [20-23].
Internal consistency of two sub-components of the
NPHS JCQ, psychological demand (a = 0.34) and job
control (a = 0.61) for the initial cross-sectional sample
(1994/1995) has been reported [24]. Low or moderate
internal consistency does not necessarily imply lack of
validity of the JCQ, as it may well represent lack of
redundancy in each item’s contribution to the measure-
ment of workplace-related stress [25]. For example, low
internal consistency is plausible “where a measure
records the inputs or the cause of the variable to be
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[[25], pg. [44]].
Workplace smoking bans
T h em a i nv a r i a b l eo fi n t e r e s ti nt h i ss t u d yi sW S B ’s.
Three categories of WSB’s are derived from the ques-
tion: “At your place of work what are the restrictions on
smoking?” Individuals’ answers are coded as: (1)
restricted completely; (2) allowed in designated areas;
(3) restricted only in certain places; and (4) not
restricted at all. These categories are reduced to three
by combining (2) and (3), and the resulting three cate-
gories are designated: full ban, partial ban and no ban
respectively, no ban being the reference category. The
analysis also controls for other variables. Socio-demo-
graphic characteristics are represented by: age, marital
status, educational attainment, ethnicity (measured by
language ability), work status (full time or part time),
income level and drinking status. Health status is cap-
tured by the number of individual chronic diseases and
health utility index (HUI). The HUI is a set of generic,
preference-based systems for measuring health status
developed by the health utilities group at McMaster
University [26]. Provincial and occupational dummies
are also included in the analysis, in order to account for
unobserved location differences in working condition
between provinces and individual occupation-specific
characteristics. The complete list of explanatory vari-
ables and their descriptive statistics are presented in
Table 1. Access to the longitudinal version of the NPHS
data set requires authorization by Statistics Canada. The
first author was granted access by Statistics Canada.
Methods
To examine the relationship between WSB’sa n ds e l f -
perceived, work-related stress, a fixed-effects linear
regression is used in order to control for measured and
unmeasured individual time-invariant confounders. The
use of the fixed-effects method is appropriate, given that
some crucial unmeasured individual factors (e.g. cogni-
tive abilities) can bias the outcome between WSB’sa n d
workplace stress.
A fixed-effect regression model of the following form
is estimated:
workstressijt = β0 + β1banijt + β2Xijt + μi + εijt
where i, j and t represent, respectively, an individual,
province of residence and time period. The symbol ban
represents the three categories of WSB’s, × is a vector
of additional control variables which include: age, mari-
tal status, educational attainment, ethnicity, work status,
income, drinking status, health status, number of
chronic conditions, provincial and occupational fixed
effects. Individual time-invariant characteristics are
represented by μi and can be correlated with other time-
varying covariates in the model. The standard residual
term is, εijt which is adjusted for clustering at the indivi-
dual level. In order to study the heterogeneous effects of
workplace smoke-free policies on self-perceived stress,
separate analyses are performed for males, females,
young adult (age 18-40 years) and those classified as old
(age 41-65 years). To check whether the results are sen-
sitive to the inclusion of additional covariates, three dif-
ferent model specifications are estimated. Model 1 is the
baseline specification which controls for income level,
educational level, marital status, age, work status, ethni-
city, drinking status. Model 2 includes the additional
covariates: individual health status, number of chronic
conditions and provincial fixed effects. In model 3,
occupational fixed effects are included, in addition to
the model 2 covariates. Also, as a further robustness, a
separate analysis is performed for non-smokers. Multi-
variate analysis is conducted using Stata 11.
Results
Descriptive statistics
The sample characteristics of working smokers are pre-
sented in Table 1. The mean of the Work Stress Index
is above 19 in each wave. About 47% of the sample in
2000/01 reported a complete smoke-free policy in their
workplaces, while 36% and 16% have a partial smoking
ban and no ban respectively. Workplace with no smok-
ing restriction has experienced a considerable decrease
over the study period. For example, the percentage of
working smokers who reported no smoking restrictions
in their workplaces decreased by about 49% percent
from 2000 (16.4%) to 2008 (8.3%). The gender composi-
tion at each wave of the study period indicates that
there are more males than females in the sample. A sig-
nificant proportion of the sample is well educated, with
majority having completed at least some post-secondary
education.
Regression results
The results from the fixed effect linear regression along
with the 95% confidence intervals (CI’s) are reported in
Table 2. The results for the whole sample show that
WSB’s have a positive and statistically significant asso-
ciation with self-perceived work stress. In particular, on
average, smokers in jobs with complete WSB’sr e p o r ta
higher work stress level (b =0 . 7 5 ,C I=0 . 1 9 - 1 . 3 2 )com-
pared to those with no workplace smoking restriction.
Also, smokers with partial workplace smoking restric-
tions report higher work stress (b =0 . 6 9 ,C I=0 . 1 2 -
1.26) compared to the reference category (no workplace
smoking restriction). Similar results are obtained in
models 2 and 3 that the association between WSB’sa n d
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Variables 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
Continuous variables
Job stress 19.980 20.126 19.790 19.480 19.105
(4.715) (4.767) (4.870) (4.848) (5.051)
Age 37.180 37.450 38.190 38.480 39.450
(11.610) (11.870) (11.790) (12.029) (12.280)
Health utility index 0.925 0.904 0.900 0.906 0.897
(0.129) (0.143) (0.151) (0.142) (0.146)
Chronic diseases 0.979 1.185 1.160 1.280 1.325
(1.265) (1.325) (1.306) (1.368) (1.404)
Categorical variables
Smoking bans
Full ban 0.471 0.483 0.505 0.520 0.499
(0.499) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500)
Partial ban 0.364 0.362 0.365 0.367 0.413
(0.481) (0.481) (0.481) (0.482) (0.493)
No ban 0.164 0.155 0.128 0.110 0.083
(0.370) (0.362) (0.334) (0.313) (0.275)
Gender
Male 0.557 0.530 0.544 0.558 0.557
(0.497) (0.499) (0.498) (0.496) (0.497)
Female 0.442 0.469 0.455 0.442 0.442
(0.497 (0.499) (0.498) (0.496) (0.497)
Marital status
Single 0.331 0.347 0.318 0.330 0.295
(0.471) (0.476) (0.466) (0.470) (0.456)
Married 0.526 0.511 0.537 0.530 0.559
(0.499) (0.500) (0.498) (0.499) (0.496)
Separated 0.141 0.141 0.144 0.139 0.145
(0.349) (0.348) (0.351) (0.346) (0.352)
Education level
Less secondary education 0.174 0.167 0.139 0.125 0.141
(0.380) (0.373) (0.346) (0.331) (0.348)
Secondary education 0.183 0.175 0.171 0.152 0.141
(0.387) (0.380) (0.376) (0.359) (0.348)
Some post secondary 0.301 0.316 0.320 0.325 0.303
(0.459) (0.465) (0.466) (0.468) (0.459)
Post secondary 0.339 0.341 0.369 0.397 0.413
(0.474) (0.474) (0.482) (0.489) (0.493)
Income level
Low income 0.064 0.062 0.054 0.034 0.024
(0.246) (0.241) (0.226) (0.181) (0.154)
Low middle income 0.201 0.175 0.176 0.121 0.110
(0.401) (0.380) (0.381) (0.327) (0.313)
High middle income 0.441 0.395 0.358 0.370 0.317
(0.497) (0.489) (0.480) (0.483) (0.466)
High income 0.294 0.368 0.411 0.475 0.548
(0.456) (0.482) (0.492) (0.500) (0.498)
The statistics are weighted using the NPHS sampling weights. The sample is restricted to working smokers at each wave of the study period. For categorical
variables, the mean represents the proportion of each subgroup in its relevant category while the corresponding standard errors are in parenthesis. Data source:
Statistics Canada NPHS, wave 4(2000) to wave 8(2008)
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significant.
The regression results from sample splitting (by gen-
der and age) reveal that the relationship between WSB’s
and work stress may vary across different groups. For
males, a complete workplace smoking restriction
increases work stress (b = 0.92, CI = 0.28-1.55) among
smokers compared to those with no workplace smoking
restriction. Similarly, partial workplace smoking restric-
tion increases work stress (b = 0.74, CI = 0.09-1.39)
compared to the reference category. While the effect of
WSB’s on work-related stress is also positive for females,
the estimates are not statistically significant. For exam-
p l e ,i nT a b l e2af u l lW S Bi n c r e a s e sw o r ks t r e s s(b =
0.40, CI = -0.85-1.65) compared to no workplace smok-
ing restriction. This result is not statistically significant
as the CI includes zero. The results by age group show
that WSB’s have a statistically significant effect on work
stress for those aged 18-40 years (young adult) but there
is no effect on those of 41-65 years. Compared to those
in no WSB, full WSB increases work stress (b = 1.11, CI
= 0.24-1.98) for young adult smokers and (b =0 . 3 8 ,C I
= -0.37-1.21) for old smokers. To check whether the
association between WSB’s and work-related stress var-
ies by smoking status, a separate analysis is undertaken
for non-smoking workers. Results for the non-smokers,
which are presented in Table 3, show that WSB’sh a v e
no statistically significant association with self-perceived
work stress. This is not surprising, given that WSB’s
may be a redundant restriction for non-smokers.
Discussion and Conclusion
The adverse health consequences of environmental
tobacco smoke are well established. In response, smok-
ing bans have been progressively used in recent times.
Besides protecting non-smokers against environmental
tobacco smoke, some studies show that WSB’sr e d u c e
smoking prevalence and intensity. While there is sub-
stantial literature on the effect of this policy in altering
smoking behaviors, little is known about its potential
unintended consequences. This study uses longitudinal
data from the Canadian National Population Health Sur-
vey to examine the association between WSB’sa n d
work-related stress. We exploit the panel structure of
the data set by using a linear fixed-effects model to con-
trol for individual time-invariant confounders that may
bias the relationship between WSB’s and work-related
stress. To capture the heterogeneous effect of WSB’s, on
stress level across different groups of workers, the analy-
sis is stratified by gender and age.
Multivariate analysis reveals that, on average, full or
partial WSB’s have a positive and statistically significant
association with self-perc e i v e dw o r k - r e l a t e ds t r e s s
among smoking workers. These findings are not
sensitive to the inclusion of individual’s health status,
occupational and provincial fixed effects. We also find
that these effects vary by gender and age. In particular,
WSB’s are significantly associated with higher work
stress for males and young adults (aged 18-40). We also
examined the effect of WSB’s on the stress level of non-
smoking workers and no statistically significant effect
was found (see Table 3).
These results are supported by some previous studies
which find that WSB’s have a larger impact on groups
with high smoking rates [27-29]. For example, Heloma
and Jaakola [22] find that Finland’sn a t i o n a ls m o k e - f r e e
workplace laws have a greater impact on males than on
Table 2 Fixed-effect regression estimates of the effects of
workplace smoking bans on work-related stress among
smokers
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Whole sample
Full ban 0.752*** 0.726** 0.783***
(0.188-1.316) (0.162-1.291) (0.225-1.340)
Partial ban 0.688** 0.668** 0.704**
(0.117-1.260) (0.096-1.240) (0.138-1.270)
Observations 7763 7763 7763
Males
Full ban 0.905*** 0.848*** 0.918***
(0.270-1.540) (0.211-1.484) (0.284-1.553)
Partial ban 0.779** 0.725** 0.739**
(0.130-1.428) (0.079-1.370) (0.086-1.391)
Observations 4071 4071 4071
Females
Full ban 0.402 0.377 0.396
(-0.864-1.669) (-0.903-1.657) (-0.853-1.645)
Partial ban 0.411 0.416 0.471
(-0.880-1.702) (-0.887-1.719) (-0.809-1.751)
Observations 3692 3692 3692
Age 18-40
Full ban 0.978** 0.975** 1.106**
(0.086-1.869) (0.081-1.869) (0.236-1.976)
Partial ban 0.888** 0.900** 0.992**
(0.012-1.765) (0.018-1.781) (0.143-1.840)
Observations 4055 4055 4055
Age 41-65
Full ban 0.349 0.320 0.378
(-0.380-1.078) (-0.412-1.052) (-0.366-1.121)
Partial ban 0.275 0.241 0.290
(-0.490-1.040) (-0.526-1.008) (-0.481-1.061)
Observations 3708 3708 3708
Confidence intervals are in parentheses.*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
Model 1 is the baseline specification which controls for income level,
educational level, marital status, age, work status, ethnicity, drinking status.
While model 2 includes additional covariates: individual’s health status,
number of chronic conditions and provincial fixed effects. In addition to
model 2, occupational fixed effects are included in model 3. All estimations
are weighted using the sample weight available in the NPHS. Data source:
Statistics Canada NPHS, wave 4(2000) to wave 8(2008)
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[30], two thirds of the workers reported that they would
not manage their stress very well, or at all, if there were
a ban on smoking breaks.
These individual differences in the effect of WSB’so n
stress level could be explained by the varying degree of
nicotine dependence and the smoking rate among indi-
viduals. Smokers with low nicotine dependence are less
likely to suffer from symptoms of nicotine withdrawal,
including tension and mood disturbance [31]. This may
help explain why there are gender differences in the
results of the present study. Some studies show that
females are less nicotine dependent than males [e.g.
[32]]. Variations in nicotine dependence have been
attributed to some unobserved characteristics, including
genetic factors, personality and family background [31].
T h er e s u l t so ft h ec u r r e n ts t u d yc o u l di m p l ya d d i -
tional negative effects of higher smoking intensity, given
several studies find that work stress is positively asso-
ciated with more smoking [e.g. [33-37]]. Also, the health
risks and economic costs attributable to job stress are
substantial and widely documented [38,39]. For example,
work stress costs U.S. companies over $300 billion
annually [40] and has been linked to several adverse
health conditions [41].
In addition to increased level of stress among smokers,
other unintended consequences of WSB’s have been
reported in previous studies. WSB’s may lead to com-
pensating smoking behaviors [8,9]. For example, some
smokers may increase cigarette consumption before and
after work [42], smoke hard during break times by
increasing puff frequency and fast smoke each cigarette
[8]. Other side effects include smoking in unsafe places
and the accumulation of smoking trash like cigarette
butts and dead matches at the entrance to a workplace.
Also, the congregation of smokers at the entrances and
exits of a workplace increases exposure to second-hand
smoking.
The current study has some limitations. First, we did
not control for individuals’ level of nicotine dependence
as this information is not available in the data set. Sec-
ond, the fixed-effects model that we used controls only
for individual time-invariant confounders. However,
there may be other time-variant unobserved characteris-
tics that are not captured by the current study. Third, it
is possible that differences in work-related stress levels
among individuals may be due to differences in the type
of workplace and not the smoking bans, especially if
these bans are constant over time. However, the analysis
uses seven occupational dummies to control for unob-
served occupation-specific characteristics that may affect
stress level. It should be noted that these occupational
dummies may not fully capture individual-specific work-
place effects, since individual work environments within
each occupational classification are likely to be different.
Fourth, this study does not stratify the analysis by quan-
tity of cigarettes smoked. Recent studies cast doubt on
using the individual quantity of cigarettes smoked as a
measure of smoking intensity, where smokers may
reduce the quantity of cigarettes smoked but increase
t h ei n t a k eo fc o t i n i n e[ 4 3 , 4 4 ] .T h eN P H Sd a t as e td o e s
not have any information on cotinine. Also, there is no
uniform definition on the number of cigarettes smoked
that can be classified as heavy or light.
Despite these limitations, this paper adds to the litera-
ture on the unintended consequences of anti-smoking
policies by providing empirical evidence that WSB’s may
Table 3 Fixed-effect regression estimates of the effects of
workplace smoking bans on work-related stress among
non-smokers
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Whole sample
Full ban -0.057 -0.056 -0.035
(-0.434-0.320) (-0.435-0.323) (-0.412-0.342)
Partial ban -0.023 -0.030 -0.025
(-0.418-0.371) (-0.427-0.366) (-0.420-0.370)
Observations 21345 21345 21345
Males
Full ban 0.032 0.029 0.072
(-0.439-0.503) (-0.445-0.504) (-0.399-0.543)
Partial ban 0.011 -0.002 0.021
(-0.471-0.494) (-0.488-0.484) (-0.460-0.504)
Observations 10256 10256 10256
Females
Full ban -0.201 -0.189 -0.188
(-0.799-0.397) (-0.785-0.408) (-0.787-0.410)
Partial ban -0.105 -0.091 -0.103
(-0.748-0.539) (-0.731-0.549) (-0.745-0.539)
Observations 11089 11089 11089
Age 18-40
Full ban -0.226 -0.199 -0.222
(-0.868-0.415) (-0.847-0.449) (-0.872-0.428)
Partial ban -0.199 -0.209 -0.246
(-0.870-0.471) (-0.886-0.468) (-0.923-0.431)
Observations 9557 9557 9557
Age 41-65
Full ban -0.131 -0.137 -0.107
(-0.595-0.334) (-0.603-0.329) (-0.573-0.359)
Partial ban -0.027 -0.036 -0.014
(-0.510-0.455) (-0.520-0.446) (-0.497-0.468)
Observations 11788 11788 11788
Confidence intervals are in parentheses. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
Model 1 is the baseline specification which controls for income level,
educational level, marital status, age, work status, ethnicity, drinking status.
While model 2 includes additional covariates: individual’s health status,
number of chronic conditions and provincial fixed effects. In addition to
model 2, occupational fixed effects are included in model 3. All estimations
are weighted using the sample weight available in the NPHS. Data source:
Statistics Canada NPHS, wave 4(2000) to wave 8(2008)
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among smoking workers. These results cannot be gener-
alized. Further evidence using data from other countries
will be necessary to confirm these findings. The unin-
tended negative side effects of WSB’s do not undermine
their usefulness in discouraging smoking. However, it is
important for policy makers to combine workplace
smoke-free policies with other workplace intervention
measures, in order to offset the negative side effects. For
example, stress management programs [41], individual
and group therapy and pharmacological treatment to
address nicotine addiction have been shown to be effec-
tive intervention strategies [7]. Moreover, it may also be
useful to complement WSB with other worksite-based
tobacco control intervention measures to promote
smoking cessation among workers [45]. The results of
this study do not imply that WSB’s are the main deter-
minant of self-perceived, work-related stress among
smokers but provides suggestive evidence that they may
be positively related.
Acknowledgements
This paper uses Statistics Canada confidential data, and the opinions
expressed do not represent the views of Statistics Canada. We thank Gordon
Fisher for comments. No ethical approval is needed for this study.
Authors’ contributions
Design of the study: SA, MFS. Data analysis: SA. Writing of manuscript: SA,
MFS. Both authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests. This study is not
funded by any organization including Tobacco Companies or its affiliates.
Received: 12 July 2011 Accepted: 13 February 2012
Published: 13 February 2012
References
1. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention: Smoking-attributable
mortality, years of potential life lost, and productivity losses-United
States, 2000-2004. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report 2008, 57:1226-8.
2. World Health Organization: WHO report on the global tobacco epidemic,
2011, warning about the dangers of tobacco. WHO Press Geneva,
Switzerland; 2011 [http://www.who.int/tobacco/global_report/2011/en/
index.html].
3. Glasgow RE, Cummings KM, Hyland A: Relationship of worksite smoking
policy to changes in employee tobacco use: findings from COMMIT. Tob
Control 1997, 6(suppl 2):44-48.
4. Fichtenberg CM, Glantz SA: Effect of smoke-free workplaces on smoking
behavior: Systematic review. BMJ 2002, 325:188-91.
5. Bauer JE, Hyland A, Li Q, Steger C, Cummings KM: A longitudinal
assessment of the impact of smoke-free worksite policies on tobacco
use. Am J Public Health 2005, 95(6):1024-9.
6. Evans WN, Farrelly MC, Montgomery E: Do Workplace Smoking Bans
Reduce Smoking? The American Economic Review 1999, 89(4):728-747.
7. Moher M, Hey K, Lancaster T: Workplace interventions for smoking
cessation. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2005, 2, Art. No.
CD003440.pub2.
8. Chapman S, Haddad S, Sindhusake D: Do work-place smoking bans cause
smokers to smoke “harder"? Results from a naturalistic observational
study. Addiction 1997, 92:607-610.
9. Owen N, Borland R: Delayed compensatory cigarette consumption after a
workplace smoking ban. Tob Control 1997, 6:131-5.
10. Adda J, Cornaglia F: The Effect of Bans and Taxes on Passive Smoking.
American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 2010, 2(1):1-32.
11. Clarke J, Borland R, McGartland M: The effects of smoking outside
workplaces on non-regular smokers. J Occup Environ Med 1997,
39(8):734-9.
12. Anderson C, Sengupta S, Coleman J: Implementing smoking policies
within Trusts: nurses’ perceptions and views of effectiveness and
implications. J Nurs Manag 1999, 7(6):349-54.
13. Moore RS, Annechino RM, Lee JP: Unintended Consequences of Smoke-
Free Bar Policies for Low-SES Women in Three California Counties. Am J
Prev Med 2009, 37(2S):138-143.
14. Adams S, Cotti C: Drunk driving after the passage of smoking bans in
bars. J Public Econ 2008, 92(5-6):1288-305.
15. Pergadia ML, Agrawal A, Heath AC, Martin NG, Bucholz KK, Madden PAF:
Nicotine Withdrawal Symptoms in Adolescent and Adult Twins. Twin Res
Hum Genet 2010, 13(4):359-369.
16. Prokhorov AV, Hudmon KS, Cinciripini PM, Marani S: “Withdrawal
symptoms” in adolescents: a comparison of former smokers and never-
smokers. Nicotine Tob Res 2005, 7:909-913.
17. Breslau N, Kilbey MM, Andreski P: Nicotine withdrawal symptoms and
psychiatric disorders: findings from an epidemiologic study of young
adults. Am J Psychiatry 1992, 149:464-469.
18. Statistics Canada: National Population Health Survey Household
Component: Cycles1 to 8 (1994/1995 to 2008/2009) Longitudinal
documentation. 2010 [http://www.statcan.gc.ca/imdb-bmdi/document/
3225_D5_T1_V5-eng.pdf].
19. Azagba S, Sharaf M: Cigarette Taxes and Smoking Participation: Evidence
from Recent Tax Increases in Canada. International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health 2011, 8(5):1583-1600.
20. Statistics Canada: National Population Health Survey, Household
Component Documentation for the Derived Variables and the Constant
Longitudinal Variables. 2009 [http://www.statcan.gc.ca/imdb-bmdi/
document/3225_D10_T9_V3-eng.pdf].
21. Wang J: Work stress as a risk factor for major depressive episode(s).
Psychological Medicine 2005, 35:865-871.
22. Wang J, Schmitz N, Dewa C, Stansfeld S: Changes in Perceived Job Strain
and the Risk of Major Depression: Results From a Population-based
Longitudinal Study. Am J Epidemiol 2009, 169:1085-1091.
23. Shields M: Stress and depression in the employed population. Health
Reports 2006, 17:4.
24. Wilkins K, Beaudet MP: Work stress and health. Health Rep 1998, 10:47-62.
25. McDowell I: Measuring Health: A guide to rating scales and questionnaires
New York: Oxford University Press; 2006.
26. Horsman J, Furlong W, Feeny D, Torrance G: The Health Utilities Index
(HUI): Concepts, Measurement Properties and Applications. Health and
Quality of Life Outcomes 2003, 1(54):1-13.
27. Heloma A, Jaakkola MS: Four-year follow-up of smoke exposure, attitudes
and smoking behaviour following enactment of Finland’s national
smoke-free work-place law. Addiction 2003, 98:1111-17.
28. Farrelly M, Evans W, Sfekas A: The impact of workplace smoking bans:
results from a national survey. Tob Control 1999, 8(3):272-277.
29. Kinne S, Kristal AR, White E, Hunt J: Work-site smoking policies: Their
population impact in Washington State. Am J Public Health 1993,
83(7):1031-33.
30. Croner: Employees stressed out by smoking break ban 2007.[http://www.
wolterskluwer.com/Press/Latest-News/2007/Pages/pr_27sep07_2.aspx].
31. Shiffman S, Paton SM: Individual differences in smoking: gender and
nicotine addiction. Nicotine Tob Res 1999, 1(Suppl 2):153-157.
32. Fagerstrom KO, Kunze M, Schoberberger R, Breslau N, Hughes JR, Hurt RD,
Puska P, Ramstrom L, Zatonski W: Nicotine dependence versus smoking
prevalence: comparisons among countries and categories of smokers.
Tob Control 1996, 5(1):52-56.
33. Azagba S, Sharaf MF: The effect of job stress on smoking and alcohol
consumption. Health Economics Review 2011, 1:15.
34. John U, Riedel J, Rumpf HJ, Hapke U, Meyer C: Associations of perceived
work strain with nicotine dependence in a community sample. Occup
Environ Med 2006, 63:207-11.
35. Kuper H, Marmot M: Job strain, job demands, decision latitude, and risk
of coronary heart disease within the Whitehall II study. J Epidemiol
Community Health 2003, 57:147-53.
Azagba and Sharaf BMC Public Health 2012, 12:123
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/12/123
Page 7 of 836. Lindstrom M: Psychosocial work conditions, social capital, and daily
smoking: a population based study. Tob Control 2004, 13:289-95.
37. Lallukka T, Sarlio-Lahteenkorva S, Roos E, Laaksonen M, Rahkonen O,
Lahelma E: Working conditions and health behaviours among employed
women and men: the Helsinki Health Study. Prev Med 2004, 38:48-56.
38. Azagba S, Sharaf MF: Psychosocial working conditions and the utilization
of health care services. BMC Public Health 2011, 11:642.
39. Greenlund KJ, Liu K, Knox S, McCreath H, Dyer AR, Gardin J: Psychosocial
work characteristics and cardiovascular disease risk factors in young
adults: the CARDIA study. Social Science & Medicine 1995, 41:717-23.
40. American institute of stress. [http://www.stress.org/job.htm].
41. Health Canada: Best advice on stress risk management in the workplace.
2001 [http://www.mtpinnacle.com/pdfs/Best-Advise-on-Stress-Management.
pdf].
42. Parry O, Platt S, Thomson C: Out of sight, out of mind: Workplace
smoking bans and the relocation of smoking at work. Health Promotion
Int 2000, 15:125-33.
43. Adda J, Cornaglia F: Taxes, Cigarette Consumption and Smoking
Intensity. American Economic. Review 2006, 96:1013-1028.
44. Farrelly MC, Nimsch CT, Hyland A, Cummings M: The Effects of Higher
Cigarette Prices on Tar and Nicotine Consumption in a Cohort of Adult
Smokers. Health Economics 2004, 13(1):49-58.
45. Sorensen G, Fagan P, Hunt MK, Stoddard AM, Girod K, Eisenberg M,
Frazier L: Changing channels for tobacco control with youth: developing
an intervention for working teens. Health Edu Res 2004, 19(3):250-60.
Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/12/123/prepub
doi:10.1186/1471-2458-12-123
Cite this article as: Azagba and Sharaf: The association between
workplace smoking bans and self-perceived, work-related stress among
smoking workers. BMC Public Health 2012 12:123.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
Azagba and Sharaf BMC Public Health 2012, 12:123
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/12/123
Page 8 of 8